We  Widen  a  Closed  Road 


The  World  Bank  granted  a  $56  million  loan  to  the  United  Arab 
Republic  to  widen  the  Suez  Canal  last  week  and  two  promises  went 
astray  in  the  process: 

1.  The  public  promise  President  Eisenhower  made  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  over  television  in  February  1957,  when  he  said  that  if 
Egypt  tried  to  block  Israel  shipping  in  the  Suez  Canal,  “this  should 
be  dealt  with  firmly  by  the  society  of  nations.” 

2.  The  secret  promise  that  President  Nasser  made  to  UN  Sec¬ 
retary  General  Dag  Hammarskjold  in  July  1959,  to  allow  transit 
for  ships  and  cargoes  if  they  were  not  Israel-owned  at  the  time 
of  their  passage  through  the  canal. 

Background.  The  Egyptians  have  barred  Israel  shipping  through 
the  Suez  on  the  ground  that  they  are  at  war  with  Israel.  However, 
Article  I  of  the  1888  Constantinople  Convention,  which  governs  the 
canal  operation,  provides  that  the  110-mile  waterway  “shall  always 
be  free  and  open  in  time  of  war  as  in  time  of  peace,  to  every  vessel 
of  commerce  or  of  war,  without  distinction  of  fiag  .  .  .  The  canal 
shall  never  be  subjected  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  blockade.” 

Moreover,  the  UN  Security  Council  does  not  agree  that  the  UAR 
may  consider  itself  at  war  with  Israel.  On  Sept.  1,  1951,  it  called 
on  Egypt  “to  terminate  the  restrictions  on  the  passage  of  inter¬ 
national  commercial  shipping  and  goods  through  the  Suez  Canal 
wherever  bound.” 

The  reasons  why  the  United  States  GoTemment  supported  the  World 
Bank  loan  were  set  forth  Dec.  22  in  a  letter  from  the  Department  of  State 
to  Members  of  Congress.  See  text  inside. 

In  1956,  the  UAR  nationalized  the  Suez,  but  agreed  to  abide 
by  six  principles  which  provided  for  “free  and  open  transit  through 
the  canal  without  discrimination,  overt  or  coveil”  and  “the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  canal  should  be  insulated  from  the  politics  of  any  country.” 

Early  in  1957,  our  Government  again  strongly  afUrm^  our  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  canal  be  open  to  all.  At  that  time,  the  United  Nations 
and  the  United  States  were  urging  Israel  to  withdraw  from  Suez, 
Sinai  and  Gaza.  The  Israelis  were  willing,  but  they  wanted  safe¬ 
guards  against  the  renewal  of  Arab  siege,  raid  and  blockade.  It  was 
then,  through  an  undertaking  by  President  Eisenhower,  that  the 
United  States  promised  “firm  action”  if  Egypt  persisted  in  the 
Suez  violation. 

Israel  did  not  try  to  send  its  own  ships  through  the  canal  in 
1957  and  1958.  But  more  than  40  non-Israel  ships  were  allowed 
to  carry  Israel  cargoes  through  the  waterway. 

Blockade  Resumed.  There  was  a  change  in  1959.  Either  be¬ 
cause  he  needed  to  recoup  his  fading  prestige  in  the  Arab  world  or 
because  he  resented  Israel’s  expanding  trade,  Nasser  suddenly 
stopped  ships  carrying  cargoes  to  or  from  Israel:  the  Liberian 
Captain  Manolis  on  Feb.  26,  1959,  and  the  West  German  Lealott  on 
March  17,  and  allowed  them  to  pass  only  after  confiscating  their 
cargoes. 

The  Israelis  tried  again.  The  Danish  Inge  Toft  was  stopped  on 
May  21,  1959,  when  its  captain  refused  to  surrender  his  Orient- 
bound  cargo  of  cement,  potash  and  copper. 

This  was  embarrassing  to  the  World  Bank  and  to  our  own 
Department  of  State  which  wanted  to  lend  money  to  the  UAR  to 
improve  the  Suez  because  oil  companies  hoped  to  cut  tanker  costs. 

There  was  little  opposition  to  the  loan.  But  many  leading  news¬ 
papers  felt  the  loan  provided  an  opportunity  to  persuade  the  UAR 
to  stop  using  the  canal  as  an  instrument  of  war. 
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Ba9lKlcKi  in  o  Boil.  As  1959  came 
to  an  end.  Premier  Kassem  was  em¬ 
broiled  with  enemies  both  inside  and 
outside  Iraq’s  gates. 

The  economy  of  Iraq  has  been  run¬ 
ning  down.  Foreign  experts  and  capital 
arc  leaving  the  country — worried  about 
the  Communist  menace. 

But  Iraq  minds  are  being  diverted 
from  their  economic  ills  by  a  variety  of 
quarrels  with  external  and  internal 
foes.  Most  explosive  is  the  conflict — 

With  Iran:  This  country  has  been 
dredging  in  a  section  of  the  Shatt-al- 
Arab  River  which  Iraq  insists  belongs 
to  her  under  a  1937  treaty.  The  area 
is  near  the  Abadan  refinery  and  the 
conflict  is  watched  apprehensively  in 
Western  capitals,  not  only  because  it 
may  affect  oil  operations  but  an 
Iranian-Iraqi  clash  may  drive  Kassem 
closer  to  the  Communists. 

Iraq  linked  the  Iranian  clash — 

With  the  UAR:  The  Baghdad  radio 
said:  “The  UAR  ruling  circles  are 
playing  a  disgraceful  role  in  this  field.” 
Baghdad  claimed  that  the  UAR  should 
be  standing  beside  an  Arab  country  in 
a  dispute  with  a  non-Arab  land. 

With  Jordan:  Iraq  has  opened  up  a 
new  propaganda  offensive  against  Jor¬ 
dan.  It  is  calling  for  a  return  to  the 
1947  UN  resolution.  This  would 
mean  a  rofl  back  of  Jordan’s  frontiers 
to  the  Jordan  River. 

In  a  speech  on  Dec.  21,  Kassem  cast 
himself  in  the  role  of  the  protector  of 
Arab  nationalism.  He  denoun^  Egypt, 
Jordan  and  Israel  as  “the  three  thieves 
who  stole  Palestine”  and  suggested  as 
his  solution  “an  Arab  state  to  be  set  up 
from  the  Palestinian  sector  occupied  by 
Israel  and  the  parts  occupied  by  Jordan 
and  the  UAR.” 

Meanwhile,  inside  Baghdad,  the 
propaganda  apparatus  went  into  high 
gear  as  the  Peoples’  Court,  presided  over 
by  Col.  Fadhil  al-Mahdawi,  began  show 
trials  of  some  78  persons  atxused  of 
complicity  in  the  attempted  assassina- 
(Continued  on  page  60) 
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After  the  detention  of  the  Inge  Toft, 
25  Senators  wired  President  Eisenhower 
reminding  him  of  his  1957  promise. 
Fourteen  of  the  30  members  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  filed  a  protest  with  the  Bank. 

The  Administration  reassured  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  U.S.  position  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  unrestricted  use  of  the  canal 
is  “clear  and  unequivocal.” 

A  N«w  Proposal.  Mr.  Hammars- 
1  jold  went  to  Cairo  in  July  and 
<xtracted  a  “concession”  from  Nasser. 
( 'airo  press  dispatches  reported  the 
UAR  might  not  interfere  with  shipping 
t)  and  from  Israel  providing  cargoes 
\  fere  shipped  FOB  from  Israel  and  CIF 
t3  Israel  in  non-Israel  boats  and  pro- 
'  iding  there  were  no  publicity. 

Skeptical  Israelis  regarded  this  as  a 
:  etreat  from  the  1958  procedure.  They 
argued  that  Nasser  could  welsh  on  his 
igreement  and  stop  a  ship  by  the  simple 
levice  of  inspiring  advance  publicity. 

Discussion  their  shifted  to  New  York 
^rhere  28  UN  delegations,  including  our 
own,  criticized  the  iUegal  blockade  in 
the  UN  General  Assembly  debate. 

>  A  Socref  Tost.  Finally,  a  few  weeks 
ago,  Israel  agreed  to  test  out  Mr. 
Hammarskjold’s  proposal,  after  he 
assured  the  Israelis  that  he  regarded 
this  plan  as  a  preliminary  to  a  return  to 
the  conditions  which  prevailed  in  1957 
and  1958.  The  Greek  Astypalea  left 
Haifa  for  Djibouti,  carrying  400  tons 
iof  cement  purchased  by  an  Asmara 
company.  Israel  notified  Mr.  Ham- 
marskjold,  the  Department  of  State  and 
the  Bank.  Word  went  to  Caiip.  There 
was  no  publicity.  Nasser  could  have 
let  the  ship  through  if  he  had  wanted 
to  abide  by  the  agreement  But  he 
didn’t  On  Dec.  18,  the  Egyptians  de¬ 
tained  the  ship  at  Port  Said,  demanded 
the  cargo  and  accused  Israel  of  a  plot 
to  block  the  loan.  Actually  Israel  had 
no  such  intention,  for  it  kn^  the  Bank 
was  determined  to  go  through  with  the 
loan.  The  purpose — and  hence  the 
avoidance  of  publicity — was  to  try  to 
get  the  ship  through  and  restore  pro¬ 
cedures  in  effect  in  1957  and  1958. 

Mr.  Hammarskjold  appealed  to 
Nasser  and  UAR  Foreign  Minister 
Mahmoud  Fawzi  to  let  the  ship  pass  in 
accordance  with  the  agreement  His 
own  prestige  was  at  stake.  But  he 
failed.  With  the  loan  virtually  in  his 
pocket  Nasser  refused.  Anogance 
feeds  on  appeasement 

On  Mon^y,  Dec.  21,  67  Congress¬ 
men  firom  17  states  joined  in  tele¬ 
grams  to  the  Bank  and  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  urging  pos^ionement 
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Passivity.  It  is  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  the  passivity  of  our  own  Gov¬ 
ernment:  its  apparent  failure  to  press 
the  matter  further  in  Cairo,  its  dis¬ 
position  to  accept  the  Hammarskjold- 
Nasser  agreement  as  a  satisfactory 
arrangement,  and  its  subsequent  sup¬ 
port  for  the  loan. 

The  World  Bank  is  a  specialized 
agency  of  the  United  Nations.  Our  own 
Government  owns  27  per  cent  of  the 
stock.  On  July  3,  the  Department  of 
State  reassured  Congress  that  the  U.S. 
Executive  Director  of  the  Bank  had 
been  notified  of  our  “long  standing 
policy  in  support  of  the  principle  of 
freedom  of  transit  through  the  canal.” 
But  why  was  he  notified  of  the  U.S. 
position,  if  it  was  to  be  ignored? 

Nor  is  it  easy  to  accept  Secretary  of 
State  Herter’s  argument  that  the  Bank 
does  not  engage  in  diplomatic  or  politi¬ 
cal  pressures  but  is  merely  concerned 
with  economic  matters. 

The  Bank  told  Nasser  in  1955  that 
he  could  not  get  a  loan  for  the  Aswan 
Dam  until  he  settled  with  Sudan  on 
the  sharing  of  the  Nile.  The  Bank  told 
Nasser  in  1957  that  he  would  destroy 
his  credit  until  he  settled  and  paid  off 
the  Suez  stockholders.  (And  the  U.  S. 
froze  Nasser’s  assets  here  to  make  sure 
that  he  wouldl)  If  it  is  legitimate  for 
the  Bank  (and  the  United  States)  to 
enforce  the  rights  of  stockholders,  why 
is  it  illegitimate  for  the  Bank  (and  the 
United  States)  to  protect  the  rights  ol 
shippers?  Pn^ierty  rights— economic 
interests — are  at  stake  in  both  issues. 

The  Bank  may  persuade  itself  that  its 
action  is  non-politicaL  But  Nasser  and 
other  Arab  l^ers  are  interpreting  its 
action  as  a  massive  political  victory,  a 
green  light  to  do  as  they  please. 

A  RavarslonT  One  may  sympathize 
with  President  Eisenhower  and  with- Mr. 
Hammarskjold.  They  have  been  badly 
used  by  Nasser,  a  man  whom  they  have 
gone  out  of  their  way  to  befriend.  But 
one  may  also  fear  that  there  has  been 
a  dangerous  reversion  in  U.  S.  policy — 
back  to  the  unpleasant  days  of  1953- 
1955,  when  the  Administration  was 
willing  to  pay  a  high  price  in  arms  and 
economic  aid  for  Arab  smiles. 

What  next?  Obviously,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  has  been  reluctant  to  take 
strong  diplomatic  action  in  Cairo  but 
has  preferred  to  rely  on  the  United 
Nations.  But  we,  ourselves,  are  now 
pouring  American  aid  into  the  UAR, 
including  funds  for  a  television  station, 
for  enlarging  airports  to  accommodate 
jet  liners  and  bombers,  and  for  loco¬ 
motives.  Can  we  not  legitimately  insist 
that  Cairo  abandon  its  economic  war¬ 
fare  against  a  neighbor  whom  we  also 
assist  and  befriend?  The  Department 
of  State  now  must  ask  Cairo  to  make 
some  contribution  to  peace. 


Congressional  Protest 

On  Dec.  21,  67  Representatives 
joined  in  telegrams  to  Eugene  R.  Black, 
President  of  the  World  Bank,  and  Act¬ 
ing  Secretary  of  State  Douglas  Dillon, 
urging  that  the  $56  million  loan  to 
the  UAR  be  deferred  until  the  UAR 
guarantees  freedom  of  transit  for  all 
tuitions  through  the  Suez. 

The  telegram  to  Mr.  Black  read: 

“The  UAR’s  detention  of  a  Greek  ship, 
carrying  a  cargo  of  cement  from  Haifa  to 
Djibouti  is  another  glaring  example  of  the 
UAR’s  determination  to  operate  the  Suez 
Canal  as  a  private  waterway  in  defiance  of 
the  UN  Security  Council  decision,  and  the 
UAR’s  international  obligations. 

“We  respectfully  urge  decisive  action  to 
oppose  this  illegal  blockade  and  we  appeal 
to  you,  as  the  President  of  the  World  Bank, 
to  defer  approval  of  a  pending  $56  million 
loan  to  the  Suez  Canal  Authority  until  the 
UAR  guarantees  unrestricted  freedom  of 
passage  for  the  shipping  all  natioos.” 

The  appeal  to  Mr.  Dltton  read: 

“We  recall  the  statement  the  President 
made  on  February  20,  1957,  when  he  said 
that  if  Egypt  violates  the  UN  armistice 
agreement  or  other  international  obliga- 
tions,  ‘this  should  be  dealt  with  firmly  by 
the  society  of  nations.’  We  respectfully 
iq>peal  to  you  to  give  effect  to  t^  Presi¬ 
dent’s  1957  undertaking  . . .” 

Signers  included: 

Hugh  J.  Addonizio  (D-NJ.),  Victtv  L. 
Airfuso  (D-N.Y.),  Alvin  M.  Bentley  (R- 
Mich.),  Jcrim  A  Blatnick  (D-Minn.),  Ri^ 
ard  Bolling  (D-Mo.),  Daniel  B.  Brewster 
(D-Md.),  Charles  A.  Buckley  (D-N.Y.), 
Qiester  Bowles  (D-Conn.). 

Emanuel  Celler  (D-N.Y.),  Laurence 
Curtis  (R-Mass.),  James  J.  Delaney  (D- 
N.Y.),  J(^  D.  Dingell  (D-Micb.),  ladore 
DoUinger  (D-N.Y.),  Qyde  Dorie  (D- 
Cal.),  Thaddeus  J.  Dulski  (D-N.Y.), 
Florence  P.  Dwyer  (R-NJ.). 

George  H.  Fallon  (D-Md.),  Leonard 
Farbstem  (D-N.Y.),  Paul  A  Hno  (R- 
N.Y.),  Daniel  J.  Flood  (D-Pa.),  Samuel 
N.  Friedel  (D-Md.),  James  O.  I^ton  (R- 
Pa.),  Cornelius  E  Gallagher  (D-NJ.), 
Edward  A.  Garmatz  (D-Md.). 

Kathryn  E  Granahan  (I>Pa.),  Mar¬ 
tha  W.  Griffiths  (D-Mich.),  Seymour  Hal- 
pem  (R-N.Y.),  James  C.  Healey  (D- 
N.Y.),  Edgar  W.  Hkstand  (R-Cal.),  Les¬ 
ter  Holtzman  (D-N.Y.),  Byron  L.  Johnson 
(D-Col.),  Joseph  E  (D-Minn.). 

Edna  F.  Kelly  (D-N.Y.),  Eugene  J. 
Keogh  (D-N.Y.),  Roland  V.  Ubonati  (D- 
111.),  J(^  V.  Lindsay  (R-N.Y.),  Thaddeus 
M.  Machrowicz  (D-Mich.),  Harris  B.  Mc¬ 
Dowell,  Jr.  (D-Del.),  Torbert  H.  Mac¬ 
donald  (D-Mass.),  William  H.  Milliken, 
Jr.  (R-Pa.). 

John  S.  Monamm  (D-Conn.),  William 
S.  Moorhead  (D-Pa.),  Abraham  J.  Multer 
(D-N.Y.),  Leo  W.  O’Brien  (D-N.Y.),  Bar- 
ratt  O’Hara  (D-Ill.),  Harold  C.  Ostertag 
(R-N.Y.),  Thomas  M.  Pelly  (R-Wash.), 
Adam  C.  Powell  (I>N.Y.),  Roman  C. 
Pudnski  (D-Ill.). 

Henry  S.  Reuss  (D-IM^),  Peter  W.  Ro¬ 
dino,  Jr.  (D-NJ.),  Byron  O.  Rogers  (D- 


CoL).  J.  Rooney  (D-N.Y.),  James 
Roosevelt  (D-Cal.)i  Alfr^  E.  Santan^elo 
(D-N.Y.),  John  F.  Shelley  (D-Cal.),  Lud¬ 
wig  TeUer  (D-N.Y.). 

Frank  Thompson,  Jr.  (D-N.J.),  Herman 
Toll  (D-Pa.),  Charles  A.  Vanik  (D-Ohio), 
George  M.  Wallhauser  (R-N.J.),  Francis 
E.  Walter  (D-Pa.),  Jessica  McC.  Weis  (R- 
N.Y.),  Roy  W.  Wier  (D-Minn.),  Herlxrt 
Zelenko  (D-N.Y.). 

Separate  and  similar  messages  were 
sent  by  Democratic  Floor  Leader,  John 
W.  McCormack  (Mass.)  and  Rep. 
Peter  Frelinghuysen,  Jr.  (R-N.J.),  as 
well  as  by  Representatives  Anfuso, 
Farbstein,  Fulton  and  Halpem.  Mr. 
Halpem  paid  a  two-hour  visit  to  Mr. 
Black  on  Dec.  11  to  voice  his  objec¬ 
tions. 

New  York’s  two  Republican  Senators, 
Jacob  K.  Javits  and  Kenneth  B.  Keat¬ 
ing  also  sharply  criticized  the  proposaL 

State  Department  Reply 

On  the  following  day,  John  S.  Hogh- 
land  2nd,  Acting  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Congressional  Relations,  replied: 

**The  'following  factors  prompted  the 
United  States  Government’s  attitude  to¬ 
ward  the  Suez  Canal  loan: 

“a.  The  project  is  sound  technically.  It 
has  been  planned  for  a  number  of  years. 
Studies  undertaken  by  the  International 
Bank  confirm  that,  fnnn  an  engineering 
standpoint,  the  proposals  which  envision 
the  deepening  a^  widening  of  the  canal 
represent  a  sound  and  feasiUe  program  for 
improvement  of  the  canal  as  an  interna¬ 
tional  waterway. 

"b.  It  is  a  sound  project  economically. 
Canal  receipts  in  foreign  exchange  are  and 
will  be  more  than  adequate  to  service  a 
loan.  It  is  clearly  a  bankable  develop¬ 
ment  project  of  precisely  the  type  for  whi^ 
the  IBRD  was  established. 

“c.  The  prefect  has  international  bene¬ 
fit  The  canal  improvements  will  be  of 
value  to  the  world  trading  conununity,  and 
m  particular  the  Western  European  na¬ 
tions  for  whom  the  canal  is  almost  an  in¬ 
dispensable  artery. 

“d.  The  IBRD  is  an  international  lend¬ 
ing  agency  whose  loans  are  granted  pri¬ 
marily  on  a  basis  of  usefulness  economic¬ 
ally  1^  soundness  financially.  The  injec¬ 
tion  of  non-economic  considerations  into 
the  Bank’s  assessment  of  the  credit-worthi¬ 
ness  of  an  application  would,  in  our  view, 
impair  the  Bank’s  integrity  as  an  interna¬ 
tional  financial  institution,  particularly  in 
the  eyes  trf  the  less  fully  developed  nations 
of  tte  world  whose  needs  the  Bank  is 
primarily  designed  to  serve.  To  maintain 
the  IBRD’s  well-deserved  international 
prestige  it  is,  in  our  opinion,  important  to 
avoid  circunutances  which  would  expose 
the  Bank  to  allegations  that  it  is  a  political 
instrument  rather  than  a  bona  fide  inter¬ 
national  lending  agency  devoted  to  the 
promotion  of  ecoaomic  development  for 
the  welfare  of  the  peoples  of  the  world. 

“e.  Sound  economic  development  should 
be  encouraged.  The  Suez  Canal  develop¬ 
ment  project  is  regarded  by  the  United 


Arab  Republic  as  an  important  element  of 
its  total  development  program.  It  b  clear¬ 
ly  in  the  Free  World’s  interest  to  try  to  be 
helpful  in  such  cases  rather  than,  by  de¬ 
fault,  to  furnish  an  opportunity  to  be  ex¬ 
ploited  by  the  Free  World’s  enemies. 

“In  recognizing  the  merits  of  the  fore¬ 
going  considerations,  the  United  States  was 
not  unmindful  that  restrictions  placed  on 
Israel’s  shipping  in  the  Suez  Canal  might 
call  into  question  the  propriety  of  proceed¬ 
ing  with  the  loan.  I  can  assure  you  that 
this  consideration  was  given  full  weight  in 
the  United  States  Government’s  decisitui 
to  support  favorable  action  on  the  loan. 
We  have  consbtently  upheld  the  principle 
of  freedom  of  transit  through  the  Suez  for 
all  nations,  and  the  Secretary  of  State  re¬ 
iterated  this  support  at  the  United  Nations 
General  Assembly  on  September  17. 

“You  may  be  sure  that  our  Govern¬ 
ment  will  continue  its  efforts  to  do  what 
it  appropriately  can  to  facilitate  a  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  problem  which  still  con¬ 
fronts  Israel  vis-a-vis  the  Sues  CanaL 
In  this  connection,  we  understand  that  the 
United  Nations  Semtary  General  has  been 
closely  following  developments  connected 
with  the  recent  incident  involving  a  Greek 
flag  vessel  and  b  continuing  hb  effmis  to 
assist  in  bringing  about  a  resedutioa  of  the 
transit  problem.  It  remains  our  hope  that 
the  go^  offices  of  the  United  Nations, 
which  are  energetically  being  addressed  to 
this  problem,  will  bev  fruit  The  coo- 
structive  action  which  the  IBRD  has  taken 
with  respect  to  the  Suez  loan  may  itself 
provide  example  and  encouragement  for 
progress  toward  ultimate  solution  of  Near 
Eastern  problems.  .  .  . 

“Having  regard  for  all  factors,  we  be¬ 
lieve  thb  attitude  to  be  in  the  bM  inter¬ 
ests,  not  only  of  our  own  nation,  but  of 
the  Free  World  as  a  whole.” 

Israel's  Position 

On  the  same  day,  Dec.  22,  Mrs. 
Golda  Meir,  Israel  Foreign  Minister, 
revealed  to  the  Israel  Knesset  in  Jeru¬ 
salem  the  details  of  Mr.  Hammars- 
kjoUts  unsuccessful  negotiations. 

Mrs.  Meb  told  Parliament  that  “in  the 
months  that  have  passed  since  the  Inge 
Toft  was  detained,  Mr.  Dag  Hammarskjold 
has  made  certain  efforts  to  ensure  the  pass¬ 
age  of  ships  carrying  Israel  cargoes.  Fol¬ 
lowing  on  these  efforts  with  the  Egyp¬ 
tian  authorities,  the  UN  Secretary  Gen¬ 
eral  told  ns  that  he  had  reason  to 
believe  that  if  Israel  would  agree  to 
send  her  export  cargoes  through  the 
canal  in  the  ownership  of  the  purchaser 
(F.O.B.)  and  to  import  goods  intended 
to  pass  through  the  canal  towards  her 
own  ports  under  the  ownership  of  the 
seller  (CJ.F.),  the  UAR  authorities 
would  not  obstruct  the  passage  of  ships 
carrying  these  cargoes. 

“Various  other  parties  grasped  at  this 
proposal  and  began  to  persuade  ns  to 
accept.  We  did  not  regard  this  method 
favorably  at  all.  The  Government  of  Is¬ 
rael  b  not  prepared  to  recognize  the  right 
of  anyone  to  dictate  to  it  methods  of  trade 
that  discriminate  unfairly  against  Israel. 
But  those  who  suggested  to  the  Israel  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  try  out  thb  system  explained 


that  it  would  not  be  long  before  the  UAR 
authorities  would  be  able  to  make  another 
step  forward  and  to  agree  to  a  return  to 
the  “status  quo”  that  existed  before  the 
acb  of  interference  that  began  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  thb  year.  Everyone  who  rec- 
onunended  to  us  to  accept  this  arrangement 
for  the  time  being,  emphasized  that  of 
course  it  was  contrary  to  the  legal  aitna- 
tion,  but  in  view  of  the  intransigent  Egyp¬ 
tian  attitude  they  believed  that  we  would 
do  better  to  try  it  out  in  practice. 

“We  did  not  succeed  in  convincing  those 
friendly  parties  who  repeatedly  advised  us 
to  try  out  thb  system  that  it  had  no  sub¬ 
stance,  that  it  was  only  a  maneuver  of  the 
(3airo  authorities  designed  to  mbiead 
Israel’s  friends  and  to  create  an  im¬ 
pression  of  moderation  and  readiness  on 
the  part  of  the  UAR  for  compromise 
and  a  reasonable  arrangement  in  regard  to 
passage  through  the  canal  ...  In  our 
struggle  fw  freedom  of  passage  we  de¬ 
cided  that  we  would  try  even  thb  un¬ 
promising  road  .  .  .” 

“The  Egyptian  policy  in  respect  to  the 
Suez  Canal  b  the  dir^  outcome  of  the 
tolerant  attitude  of  the  UN  authorities  to 
Nasser’s  policy  of  boycott  and  threab 
against  Israel  and  hb  vk^ations  of  the 


UN  Charter.  ^ 

The  Secretary  General  of  UN  told  us  \y 
on  more  than  one  oecasion  that  he  had[\M 
reason  to  assume  that  this  arrangement/  I 
would  work ...  Now  he  standa  helpIeaJ 
at  the  Egyptian’s  door. 

“We  shall  not  cease  our  efforts  to  ex¬ 
pand  our  commercial  relations  with  coun¬ 
tries  near  and  far.  We  shall  continue  to 
insist  on  our  ri^t  to  free  and  non-db- 
criminatory  use  of  the  canal  .  .  .  Israel 
b  not  prefMued  to  be  the  victim  of  a  policy 
of  appeasement  in  any  sphere  whatsoever, 
iiKluding  that  of  the  freedom  of  passage 
in  the  canaL” 

UAR  Roaction 

On  Dec.  23,  Nasser  celebrated  the 
third  anniversary  of  the  Suez  Canal 
“victory"  at  Port  Said: 

“We  want  our  relations  with  the  Soviet 
Union  to  be  good  and  friendly  ...  al¬ 
though  we  differ  in  ideologies,  thb  should 
not  stai»i  as  an  obstacle  in  the  road  of 
cooperation  and  friendship.  We  have  not 
changed  our  attitude  or  policy  .  .  . 

“We  also  welcmne  friendship  with  the 
United  States.  It  antagonized  os  in  the 
past  and  we  .  .  .  reciprocated,  but  now  if 
they  wish  our  friendship  we  welcome  them. 
The  same  b  true  of  Britain  ...  we  say 
we  are  prepared  to  begin  a  new  era  based 
on  equality. 

“Peace  does  not  mean  the  continuation 
of  imperialist  domination  . . .  Peace  means 
that  the  Arab  world  must  liberate  itself 
aixi  the  African  peoples  must  be  liberated 
too  ...  At  the  same  time,  we  must  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  face  Zionism  ...  it  is  we  who 
share  common  borders  and  must  face  their 
threats,  trickery  and  ptriitical  maneuvering. 
We  reiterate  here  again  that  we  wffl 
never  let  laraeli  ships  pass  through  the 
CanaL  Thb  b  a  part  of  the  Palestine 
problem.  These  people’s  righb  must  be 
restored.  Our  ability  to  achieve  this  is 
not  measured  by  how  much  we  say, 
but  by  the  real  strength  we  attain.” 
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tion  of  Kassem  on  Oct  7,  linking  the 
plot  to  Cairo. 

Israel  Cabinet.  Prime  Minister  Ben> 
Gurion  completed  negotiations  to  ex¬ 
pand  his  cabinet  to  include  Mapam  and 
the  Achdut  Avodah.  The  five-party 
coalition  represents  88  of  the  120  votes 
in  Parliament. 

In  addition  to  cabinet  members 
named  before,  the  coalition  will  now 
include:  Mapam  members  Israel  Bar- 
zelai.  Health,  and  Mordecai  Bentov, 
Development;  and  Yitzhak  Ben-Aharon, 
Communications,  for  Achdut  Avodah. 

Finnish  Boycott.  The  Finnish  Sea¬ 
men’s  Union  has  placed  a  boycott  on 
UAR  ships  visiting  Finnish  ports.  The 
boycott  is  a  retaliatory  measure  for  the 
UAR’s  blacklisting  of  Finnish  vessels 
carrying  Israel  cargobs.  According  to 
Arab  Iwycott  regulations,  ships  either 
stopping  in  Israel  ports  or  conveying 
Israel  cargoes  are  neither  serviced  nor 
given  shore  leave  in  Arab  harbors. 

Dosalinization.  Water  experts  are 
eagerly  watching  Israel’s  attempts  to 
transform  salt  water  at  low  cost  The 
Israel  Government  and  Fairbanks 
Morse  &  Co.,  in  a  joint  venture,  will 
build  two  desalinization  plants  at  Eilat 
The  partners  will  share  the  initial  cost  of 
$1  million.  Planned  production:  500,- 
000  gallons  a  day  for  each  plant. 

The  process,  invented  by  Alexander 
Zarchin,  a  refugee  from  Soviet  Russia, 
is  reported  as  “a  new  dimension — a  new 
physical  theory  never  before  applied.” 

ImpossaT  Hope  that  the  impasse 
over  the  Arab  refugee  problem  may 
have  been  broken  was  expressed  by 
both  Senators  Albert  Gore  (D-Tenn.) 
and  Gale  W.  McGee  (D-Wyo.),  upon 
their  return  from  the  Middle  East 
They  had  urged  President  Nasser  and 
Prime  Minister  Ben-Gurion  to  give 
priority  to  the  refugee  question  and  to 
accept  conciliation  on  ^s  issue  with¬ 
out  waiting  for  a  peace  settlement. 

Both  Senators  believe  that  Israd 
should  be  willing  to  offer  repatriation  or 
compensation  to  the  Arab  refugees, 
but  both  are  convinced  that  very  few, 
perhaps  less  than  10  percent  of  the 
refugees,  would  be  ready  to  go  back^ 
They  told  of  an  incident  in  the  office 
of  the  Jordanian  foreign  minister. 
Israel  had  agreed  to  accept  the  return 
of  250  Arab  tribesmen,  but  the  Sen¬ 
ators  reported  that  the  Jordanian  chief 
of  staff  informed  the  foreign  minister 
that  the  Bedouins  did  not  want  to  accept 
Israel’s  offer  and  were  threatening  sui¬ 
cide  if  forced  to  go.  Only  33  returned 
to  Israel. 

Sen.  McGee  said  that  if  Israel  makes 
the  offer  the  Arab  states  must  simul¬ 
taneously  offer  resettlement,  since  the 
refugees  should  have  the  option  of 
either  repatriation  or  resettlement  and 
should  not  have  to  choose  between  re¬ 
patriation  to  Israel  and  remaining 
where  they  are. 
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Editorial  reaction  to  the  granting  of 
the  World  Bank  loan  to  the  UAR  came 
from  leading  newspapers. 


was  the  wrong  weapot  t: 


.  .  Many  people  Will  be  annoyedH 
that  President  Nasser  has  got  his  Worlds 
Bank  loan  for  developinent  of  the  SnesH 
Canal,  either  becanae  they  mistrnst  hisH 
policies  in  genonl  or  because  they  feell 
this  particular  grant  is  untimely  whilail 


the  canal  is  still  closed  to  traflBc  to  andji 
from  Israel.  The  simple  answer  isH 
that  the  Bank’s  criteria  are  economiefl 
and  not  political.” 


The  London  Daily  Telegraph,  Conserv- 
tive  British  daily,  on  Dec.  24,  complained 
that  the  Bank  loan  "undermined"  the  status 
of  Mr.  Hammarskjold.  The  editorial  con¬ 
tinued:  “The  Bank  may  act  on  economic 
criteria  only.  But  if  the  UN  is  im¬ 
potent  to  enforce  its  decisimis  about 
the  fredom  of  the  canal,  it  might  begin 
by  establishing  the  principle  that  a  na-  / 
tion  at  war  with  a  fellow  member — as  / 
Egypt  asserts — ^is  no  fit  recipient  for  / 
international  aid.”  / 

On  the  same  day,  the  New  York/^ 
Herald  Tribune  said:  ^ 

“For  the  Bank  now  to  grant  Nasser 
his  loan  as  though  he  were  in  fact  run¬ 
ning  the  canal  with  proper  regard  for 
the  rights  ot  others  is  to  acquiesce  in 
illegality  and  to  reward  defiance  of  the 
United  Nations.  The  Bank’s  function 
may  not  be  to  serve  as  a  political 
weapon  but  nather  is  it  to  underwrite 
piracy.” 

The  New  York  Journal- American, 
Dec.  28,  described  the  loan  as  "going 
far  beyond  any  international  obligation. 

“Failure  to  obtain  Just  and  equal 
treatment  tor  Israel  falls  far  shml  of 
the  same  responsibilities.  It  is  not  too 
late  to  redress  the  flagrant  wrong  in¬ 
flicted  upon  a  struggling  new  nation.” 

And  the  New  York  Times,  Dec.  29, 
claimed  that  “President  Nasser  violated 
his  own  declared  policy  and  broke  what 
the  Israelis  had  bMn  led  to  believe  was 
a  promise  ...  If  Mr.  Nasser’s  word 
were  as  good  with  the  United  Nations 
as  it  seems  to  be  with  the  World  Bank 
this  latest  cargo  and  other  cargoes  sent 
under  similar  conditions  would  now  be 
free  to  use  the  international  waterway.” 

But  The  Times  of  London  defended 
the  loan,  insisting  that  the  World  Bank 


Rabbi  Philip  S.  Bernstein,  Rochester,  < 
N.Y.,  Chairman  of  the  American  Israel 
Public  Affairs  Committee,  declared  tfua] 
the  Free  World  had  thrown  awayi 
an  opportunity  to  end  the  blockade.] 
Tie  recalled  that  when  President  Eisen-^ 
hower  made  his  1957  promise,  “many 
critics  of  our  foreign  policy  were  charg-l 
ing  that  the  Administration  was  guilty^ 
of  a  double  moral  standard,  and  that  H 
was  bringing  pressures  on  Israel  to 
withdraw  her  forces  while  ignoring  the 
Arab  aggressions  against  IsraeL  The 
loan  is  renewed  evidence  of  a  one-sided 
policy  which  closes  its  eyes  to  the  Arab 
boycott,  blockade  and  aggression  and 
defeats  progress  toward  peace.” 
e 

Meanwhile  anti-Nasser  Arabs  cu¬ 
riously  insisted  that  the  loan  really 
helped  Israel.  On  Dec.  28,  Col.  Majid 
Amin,  Iraq  Peoples^  Court  prosecutor, 
claimed: 

“These  loans  do  not  annoy  Golds 
Meir,  but  make  her  happy,  because  they 
originate  from  the  Jewish  capital  which 
dominates  major  American  institutions. 
Through  these  loans,  Israel  gets  the 
arms  to  prevent  the  return  of  the  Pales¬ 
tinians  to  their  homeland.  Therefore^ 
Nasser  is  actively  participating  with 
the  imperialist  powers  to  help  IsraeL” 

And  from  Paris,  Dec.  27,  an  anti- 
Nasser  underground  organization  told 
the  Arab  world  that  Nasser  paid  a  price 
for  the  recent  loans  granted  the  UAR 
...  a  secret  agreement  with  the  United 
States  to  overlook  Israels  Jordan  River 
water  project. 

“Nasser  will  do  no  more  than  Jnst| 
shout  as  agreed  up<Hi,  since  the  Amer^i 
ican  money  is  still  on  the  way  and  he  isi 
in  bad  ne^  of  it.” 
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